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2.1 ) According  to Council decision,  it  is  the  responsibility  of ADGs  to 
draft  advice. This  is  for practical  reasons  to  facilitate  the work  of 
ACOM but also to promote integrated advice. 
2.2 ) There  is  a  need  to  be more  careful with  the  formulation  of ToRs; 
these  should  be  should  be  constructed  to  respond  to  requests  for 
advice 
2.3 ) There  is  interest among EG members  to see  their work  influencing 
the advice. 
3 ) Stock annexes 
3.1 ) Biological  information,  etc.  that  does  not  change  between  years 
should  also  be  in  the  Stock Annexes,  also  indicating  the  circums‐
tances  in which  the methodology was made. Changes  in  circums‐
tances  can  therefore  also  explain  the  need  for  benchmarks.  In  the 
Report, changes should be noted. 
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3 Enhanced integration and the ecosystem approach 











how “new science” might  transition  to advice could be a useful way  for‐
ward (e.g. SGMixMan). 
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5 Plan 2009 
The general plan  including special requests  for  the advisory work  in 2009 was pre‐
sented and commented. In this context the meeting reviewed the Table of Content for 
ICES Advice 2009. There were no changes. 





















Working documents: an archiving system  for  this would be good,  this works 
on SharePoint. The Secretariat is looking at a way of keeping up a  longer 
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6 Conclusion 
The discussion was lively, indicating that EG chairs found it interesting, maybe use‐
ful. The discussion  tended  to be “fishy”, but  there were some energetic discussions 
on ecosystem issues (e.g. area based management). 
Meetings of EG Chairs  that support advice should continue, but  the relationship of 
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• Spatial planning‐Addressing  requests on spatial  including evaluation 
of proposals for NATURA 2000 sites (Doc 6) 
• Integrated advice for ICES regions (e.g. Baltic/Barents Sea) incl. 


















1 Subsumes former agenda items on “Novel science and its potential for improving advice”, 
“ACOM initiatives for establishing links between science and advisory branches”, and “Im-
proving links between Science and Advice.” 
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Annex 2: List of participants 
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Annex 3: Chairman’s Brief Summary 
INFORMATION EXCHANGE
• Action items from the December 2008 ACOM 
meeting were reviewed.  No major concerns were 
raised. 
• There was a briefing on the first meeting of SciCom.  
WGCHAIRS was pleased to be keep informed.  
– It was noted that scientists in most national laboratories had 
not been briefed recently.   
– There does not seem to be a lot of tension or nervousness 
as a result of the changes, but there are uncertainties; e.g., 
will expert groups report during the ASC?  
– [They will although the details will not be decided until the 
May meeting of SciCom]  
• The report of AWAWCG 2008 were introduced.  
– There were many good ideas.  
– Some positive steps have been taken to address some of 
them, but others are not feasible, or no longer applicable.
2008 Experience
The key points concerns:
1.  Reviews-
– There is still a need to clarify the role of 
reviewers for stock assessment updates.  They 
need to determine that results are reproducible, 
not act like a benchmark.
– Need to “caveat” reviews that are appended to 
WG reports to indicate that they are 
constructive feedback from peers, but not 
necessarily superior to the Expert Group in 




The key points concerns:
2. Draft Advice-
• According to Council decision, it is the 
responsibility of ADGs to draft advice in order to 
facilitate integration.
• ToRs should be constructed to respond to 
requests for advice.
• If EGs prepare concise and focused text,  
tabular material, and figures that respond to 
ToRs, their work will have a clear impact on 
advice.  
ENHANCED INTEGRATION AND 
THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH
• Benchmark workshops are a mechanism to 
enhance integration and the ecosystem 
approach.
• Scientific support for area based 
management is a growing advisory workload.  
Establishing a special group to respond is a 
reasonable way forward.
• MSFD- EG should be consulted to get their 
scientific input.  
 
 
ENHANCED INTEGRATION AND 
THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH
• Regional Ecosystem Descriptions should be 
maintained even if this needs to be done ad 
hoc in 2009.  They should be taken into 
account in future advice to the extent this is 
scientifically justified.
• Workshops with managers/stakeholders to 
prepare “worked examples” of how “new 
science” might transition to advice could be 
a useful way forward (e.g., SGMixMan)
Comments Invited
• Draft Advice Strategy
• Format for recommendations within 
Expert Group Reports
• Table of Content for ICES Advice 2009
• Guidelines






• The discussion was lively, indicating that EG 
chairs found it interesting, maybe useful
• The discussion tended to be “fishy”, but 
there were some energetic discussions on 
ecosystem issues (e.g., area based 
management).
• Meetings of EG Chairs that support advice 
should continue, but the relationship of 
these meetings to similar meetings under 
consideration by SciCom need to be address 
to avoid redundancy and encourage 
integration.  
 
